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Work-Notes on Shenoute’s Rhetorical Syntax: 
eojjce and <\p<\ — Suspension of Disagreement, Irony 

and reductio ad absurdum 


Ariel Shisha-Halevy, Jerusalem 


Fur Jurgen, meinen gottingischen Mentor, 
Inbegriff des gottingischen Gelehrten 

The following are notes taken in the course of an ongoing long-term study on 
“Shenoute’s Rhetorical Syntax”, mapping the grammatical (mainly syntactic) poetics 
of Shenoute’s published and unpublished work, with a focus on rhetorical value 
and effect of forms and constructions. I wish to present here textual and 
descriptive materials on some not unimportant rhetorical devices which, beyond 
having rhetorical functions (such as lusis), also signal tonal and emotional nuances, 
in particular bearing on Shenoute’s often underplayed sardonic sense of humour, 
irony and sarcasm. Note that this is a mere outline: the observations basic, brief 
and often laconic, discursive and occasionally repetitive, the theses tentative and 
often, I fear, half-baked, the bibliographical referencing minimal, the illustration no 
more than representative. 

1. ctyxxi 

These formal/functional impressions — a tentative descriptive, formal and func¬ 
tional, account of what is probably the most striking rhetorical device in Shenoute’s 
work — are based on hundreds of occurrences in texts edited by Leipoldt (most exx. 
presented here), Chassinat, Behlmer (De iudicio). Young, Pleyte-Boeser, Orlandi, 
Shisha-Halevy, with additional ones in most other editions (excluding Amelineau 
and most unpublished fragments), as well as the unedited White Monastery Codex 
XO (= Cairo IFAO Copt. Cod. II) 1 ; I suppose this would add up to between 500 
and 550 occurrences of the construction, all told (276 occurrences are listed in 


1 My warm thanks to Dr. Anne Boud’hors, the editor of this exquisite codex, for permission to 
quote from it. 
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Wolf-Peter Funk’s electronic concordance of Shenoute’s Canons). On the average, 
we find 60 JX 6 - nearly once on every page: you couldn’t say that of any other form 
or rhetorical device in Shenoute. 

Broadly speaking, we have here a binary correlative rhetorical configuration, 
one of many — in fact, binary correlative structures are the most prominent in 
Shenoute’s formal system of rhetoric, note the following configurations of distinc¬ 
tion and comparison oyeT- ... oyeT- ..., xxxo-... xxxo- ..., eic-... eic-..., to> 
6T(D N- ... MN- ..., Nee N- ... T<vi T6 ©e N-... and so on. I shall present here 
the main logical constellations for eu).xe- and its Nachsat with their formal 
characteristics and specific semantics. Note that I treat here initial eu).xe- only, not 
adjunctal or appositive-constituental ecyxe- , 2 3 nor £o>c eqpce and kan eu).xe - 
in fact, one of my points is that these last two are distinct elements, and ea;xe 
alone never expresses in Shenoute “as if’ or “although”. 

Attributing “condition” semantics to eu).xe is rash, and seems due to an imme¬ 
diate, simplistic, erroneous association of eqjxe- , primarily induced by 
“translation interpretation”, the rendering by “if’. Real condition with protatic 
eu).xe, if at all attested, is extremely rare — in fact, eujxe- is the least conditional 
of all protatic forms.’ In having this clear-cut formal differentiation of protatic 
types (in contradistinction to Indo-European and Semitic), Coptic is typologically 
remarkable. I use “apodosis” in the rhetorical technical sense of “sequelling clause” 
ensuing from the protasis and “releasing” it: Nachsat 

Schematically, eojxe constructions may be represented in information-structure 
terms as: 

[premiss protatic text, thematic-topical] 

(objectively or subjectively) implies 

[implication apodotic text, rhematic-focal]. 

The most schematic or emic semantic template may be stated as: 


2 E.g. (“if indeed/in fact” ) mh oyujine nan an ne eg>2ce-TNNAg>qi-Ttyopn an Aytu 

TMejcNTe NTNOBtyN on eqiTMegojoMTe (Leipoldt III, 27). 

3 Which must account for its compatibility with the Conditional, as in: H ouyxoNTAyx:ooc, 
jce-eyNAKANeNNOBe nan ceoa, eytyANtyoqoy h eytyANTMtyoBoy, anujoboy 
kakidc (Leipoldt IV, 158:12), consider also ibid. pp. 19, 31,153 etc., and note ex. (43) below. 
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(i) (Protasis) universally accepted-as-obtaining state of things, fact or 
claim (typically, by an ad-hoc or provisional waiving of objection or 
denial — conceded for argument’s sake); an unquestionable or 
uncontested state of things, fact or claim. 

(ii) (Apodosis) (1) inevitable, natural or assured consequence or implica¬ 
tion of (i); (2) absolute impossibility or non-existence for a state of things, 
fact or claim; (3) absolute or enhanced possibility of existence for the 
same state of tilings: (“certainly, indeed”, “how much more, all the 
more...”). 

It is of the essence that the implication is presented as ineluctable — a veritable 
equation — and the conclusion often as impossible or absurd, or unacceptable, cre¬ 
ating an impasse, thus rendering the premiss as logically flawed and unacceptable — 
this is often (not invariably) the rhetorical point. It is remarkable that, at least in 
Shenoute’s rhetorical poetics, the eqjJte- complex is so often, indeed typically, 
ironic or sardonic. 

Used typically (at least patterns II and III) in lusis, the dismantling of the oppo¬ 
nent’s case, by showing it to be absurd, illogical, unacceptable even to him: in that 
sense, while the premiss is (as said) typically a case of provisional suspension of dis¬ 
agreement, the conclusion/implication is uncontestable, forcing agreement on both 
parties. The powerful rhetorical leverage of the construction results from this triple 
merging of uncontestedness with ineluctability and unacceptability. 

General Characteristics 

The G(l)Xe construction provides a metaphrastic topicalization of text, followed by 
a focalized textual segment of text. The crucial points to note here are: 

(1) considering the pattern, not the element ecpxe and its scioe — textual segment 
—alone, not only in structuralist principle (“environment determines/defines func¬ 
tion”) but for its rhetorical status as figure or constellation: the packaging of fore¬ 
going text or issue as topic and as universally accepted or unquestionable; 

(2) observing the signals of internal linkage between the two flanks of the implica- 
ture, most strikingly homolexemicity (which is often a real pattern constituent) 
and/or ON, and/or the augens gww" in the apodosis; this linkage is very different 
from that, say, of the irrealis 6N6- + N6- or the generic e<-|ty<VN- + 
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(3) observing superordination and/or focalization signals in the apodosis, like initial 
eie-, ONTCDC, xxHetDC, and most notably rhetorical questions (which are really 
non-interrogative, but rhetorically focal assertions “packaged” as questions; see be¬ 
low, my suggestion regarding xpx), expressing unacceptability (“how can it be pos¬ 
sible that...?”) - eTBe-oy ... a.n and nxuj N£e ... A.N and cbox tojn ... xn 
neutralized — or an a fortiori claim (“How much more...?”), or non-existence 
(“who/what...?”). The RQ apodosis, often negative, is especially typical of the 
etyxe complex, esp. Pattern III below. This is instructive and provides an insight 
into the RQ function as an assertive, focal utterance in interrogative (dis)guise. 

(4) Like XG-, and eie-, etyxe- has in Sahidic the juncturally remarkable state of 
close-juncture prefixed linkage to — and marking of — ct stretch of text , even above a 
clause, and not a delimited segment like a “word” (a problematic concept anyway) 
or clause. It is this property that correlates with the absence of restricted 
constituence of the protasis and apodosis — unlike all other “conditionals”, even 
eqjome, and with a looser complex juncture. 

(5) The uncontroversial nature of both the protasis, the premiss — either by general 
consensus, by a formal provisional suspension of disagreement (“let’s suppose”, 
“granted”), or by absolute authority (esp. Scripture) — and the implication. In fact, it 
is this suspension of disagreement that gives the construction its considerable rhe¬ 
torical leverage; in lusis, where this consensus is used to demolish the rhetorical 
opponent’s case, the whole configuration is ironic. 

The implication, on the other hand, is uncontroversial not by any temporary 
arrangement, but because it is unavoidable, even inexorable, which gives the whole 
configuration its rhetorical powerful thrust. 

Note also that it is the apodosis that contains the signalling for determining the 
precise meaning of eo)Xe and of the whole complex; also, that eie- may indicate 
equivalence to an ecyxe-apodose, even with no protasis: 
eie ecjujxNTxxc Nxq eneipxze mhok enneeooy xn xxxx 

2N£eNnei pXCMOC NeKNXpoy ne (Chassinat, 13). 

* * * 

Here are the main configurations I find, with minimal representative documenta¬ 


tion: 
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(I) Simple implication (rare): 

“IF IT IS (REALLY TRUE/CONCEDED/GIVEN) THAT. 

• Then it inevitably/anyway follows (also)/no doubt/let me 

ASSURE YOU/YOU SHOULD KNOW THAT. 

Note here: ON, vw" optional in apodosi. ontuic replaces eie-. Homolexemicity. 

(1) eojxe-oyN^oeiNe eyHOK^ N£ht .xe-ANeYujHpe h NeycNHy pNOBe, 
ONTIDC CeNTlUJA NTA6IO NIH (Leipoldt III, 67,20) 

(2) egj.3Ce-A.TeTNTNTNNec|M<V eTOyAAB 6NMA. Ndoixe NNXHCTHC, 
cjNAJCNOyTN TTANTCDC (Leipoldt III, 24,13) 

(3) eajxe-KO nnooik eoyNTKC£iMe Aya> eujxe-TenopNHye 
eoyNTenoy^A.1 ONTtDC TeTNUJOBe AN eNeOHpiON (BL Or 8664 p. 32, ed. 
Shisha-Halevy, Orientalia) 

(4) eaj-Xe-OyN-KeKOCMOC Hn2.pe MTTAI eie C]0 NKAKC (Orlandi, Shenoute contra 
Origenistas, 305) 

(5) eujxe-eTeTNo an Nee N^eNujNNo nna^pai 2.mtta2ht Ayu> 
^eNpcuNe eicooyN an MNooy eie-neTNpKiNA £ixa>i Ayo> 
^IXNTCOOy^e AN NTCTNAire (Codex XO, 292) 

(Ia) “If it is true/(I/you/we know/admit)/given that X, 

• Then it is (also) (necessarily) true that X+.. .” 

An obvious localization construction — an und %imr- type device. Homo¬ 
lexemicity is a pattern constituent. 

(6) ea^xe-oyNTcjoy<5oM rAp on eoyNTAcjc ^nnctkama nacj N£HToy 

(Leipoldt III, 85,13) 

(7) egj.xe-c|ajoon on etjujoon 2.MTTeYVAc mmatc Aya> 2.Mney2.HT an 

(Leipoldt IV, 24,6) 

(8) eq^JCe-AIJCe-Oya^AJCe NTAIJCe-nei'COOyN MMOCJ (K 9285 verso ed. Wessely, 
Texts IX 51) 

(9) ecyxe-npnMeeye rAp MnNoyTe naama^tg an MnpcuNe eTMpNOBe 
MMNANAUJ ON NAAMA^TG MMOtj (Leipoldt III, 16,25) 

(10) egj.xe-MnecoYa>NT ujAnooy, AicoytDNe anok. nt AicoytDNe rAp 
AN NBppe' AAAA tcOOyN MMO XlNNUJOpTT (Heipoldt III. 21.9) - Not con¬ 
cessive! 
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(IB) DEONTIC IMPLICATION: 

“IFIT IS (INDEED) TRUE/A FACT/ CONCEDED THAT..SEEING THAT... 

• Then (there is no other way but that we/you/they must) 
[imperative/injunctive/jussive/1 st sgl. future]” 

(l l) egj-jee-TNoyaHp epBox cna. 1 Ti-ipoy ntnbojk e^oyN encuNg. 
MApeNKTON NTN£Ape£ 6N6NTOAH NTLJCOeiC (Behlmer, De iudicio, 

f. LXXVI vo) 

(12) aaaa eijca) mttai .?ceeuj.3ce-NTNNAujpnAp©eNoc an NApNpoeic 
enr^MOC NTA.nNOYTe TAeiOCJ AyU) ACJTBBOCJ (Leipoldt III, 27,24) 

(13) eq^xe-NA.Noyei KoiNo>Nei nmmai eoj-xe-NANoyi an MnpKoiNa>Nei 

(Leipoldt III, 30,19-20) 

(14) eyjccu mmoc nai xeneNcoN Aya> neNHepiT, eujxe-KoycDuj ea>N£ 
Aya> 6NA.y eNepHT MnNoyre Aya> ©Axee^pAi ^NoyHNTTeAioc cji 
MNA y NNApiK© HneK^HT (Leipoldt III, 98,28) 

(15) egj.xe-MN<5oM <5e mmok epnApeeNoc a> npa>He N©e 
HneTeoyNTA.cj mmay MniAa>poN Aya> nto £axirre Tec^iHe ea^xe 
HNdoM mmo en<JU N©e NTeTp^oyo n^htcj eie-KAN jhd epoK 
©TeKc^iHe ban jhd epo enoy^Ai 

(BL Or 8664, p. 42, ed. Shisha-Halevy, Orientalid) - KAN “at least”. 

(II) If (AS WILL BE CONCEDED/AS WE KNOW IT TO BE true/as NO ONE 
WILL DENY) THAT..., 

• Then (how much easier it is to concede/one cannot but 

CONCEDE) THAT..., 

(or) • Then (there is even the more extreme case) that ... 

The CLASSIC LOCUS ARGUMENTORUM OF a FORTIORI IMPLICATION: less fre¬ 
quently a maiore ad minus, typically a minore ad maius. The most prominent and prev¬ 
alent pattern. 

TTOCCD MAAAON and Rhetorical-Question “packaging” are optional in apodosr, 
typically homolexemic. 

eie- does not occur before noco) naaaon. 

(16) ea^xe-Ayjci<5oA enNoy[T]e KATANerpA<|>H xe-ANXixeey mttxochc 
.xi<5oa epocj eie-NceNAJcidox an nccna^iaa an eNeT£exni2:[e] 



Work-Notes on Shenoute’s Rhetorical Syntax 


7 


epocj (Leipoldt III, 24,17) 

(17) h eo^Jce-Hnecitco eTx<vc| hhin hhocj 2 <\.poN noco mawon 
NecjxrAOON (Leipoldt III, 29,22) 

(18) eo;xe-npa)He NXKxpuKj xn eciajxN<5H<5oH eTaxDBe MneTo NNoeiK 
eTecjc^iHe noco hxxxon e^Nx+co NdineNTxcjnxxcce MHooy 

(Leipoldt III, 97,23) 

(19) .3ce-egj.x:e-NrMe xn HnencoN eTKNxy epocj nxuj N^e ntocj 
eKNA.HepenNOYTe HnKNXy epocj CNC^ (Leipoldt III, 153,9) 

(20) h ea^xe-HnoYKA.nNoyTe Nxy HneyHTo cbox h eyNXKxpa>He 

(Leipoldt III, 88,9) 

(21) CCpJCe-TCKTHClC Ac COOYN MMOC A.N HHIN HHOC, NXUJ N^G 
ecNAJca) N2.6N2.BHye eyxoce nxpxTectpycic (Leipoldt ill, 224,17) 

(III) Ironic/Invalidating implication: 

“If it is true/supposing/granted (for a moment, for the sake of 

THE ARGUMENT) THAT. 

• Then we must arrive at the ([even to you] 
unacceptable/logically untenable/paradoxal / absurd or 

UNEXPECTED) IMPLICATION/THE UNANSWERABLE QUESTION, THAT...” 

• Then the paradox arises, that. ..” 

• Then how can it be possible, that...?” 

Note ON, 2 a,/ C homolexemicity. 

Sarcasm, irony, reductio ad absurdum, also pointing to a paradox prove here the pre¬ 
miss wrong and invalidate it. 

(22) eujxe-Hneco) mmoq eie-Hnoy.3cnocj eqyxe-MTToyxTTOci eie- 
HnecjpptDHe ea^xe-HnecjppcuHe eie-HnoycTxypoy hhocj 

(Orlandi, Shenoute contra Origenistas, 347) - An ironic syllogistic chain, reducing the main 
premiss to absurdity and dismantling the entire claim. 

(23) XNOK H6N rxp eUJ-Xe-TXHNTeXXXlCTOC HNNA^BHye NCXXXICTON 
oyoN2 epu)TN nxuj N2e eiNX2om eneNTxc|TXHioi h eiTHxiHy 
2NOY NNA.2PHnec|XPlCTOC (Codex XO, 289) 

(24) nxHN eajxe-NTxyBatK cbox 2itootn n<5inxi eTHHxy .jce-HniKxxy 
eajMqje mttxocic KATA.ee cN'ixyxooc: xcntoq ttctcmttc|kxxn e+ 
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NNeNepHT MnNoyTe, eie-oyN<5oH MMooy TeNoy gMriMA 

eTOyN^HTCJ eJCOJK OBOA NNeyepHT (Leipoldt III, 133,11) 

(25) -2ce-eaj.2ce-A.NOK neTNA.M6CT6NA.i otnnay enjciNJCH emwyBCDK 
6BOX £lTOOTN H N6TNXB(DK 6BOX £ITOOTN Cie-NIH 
neTNANeprroy... eujxe-xNOK neTNAp.XAJce epooy ermNjai eeie- 
nin neTN<xpeipHNH NNNAy 

(Leipoldt III, 122,20) 

(26) h etpjce-NrNA.oya>ap an gtpgtgtotcdk pa>uje epoK nauj N£e 
eKNApa>u;e 6TeT6T(i)K tg h ecNA£a> epoc epoK (BL Or 8664, p. 33, ed. 

Shisha-Halevy, Orientalia) 

(27) eujx:e-ujApen£AipeTiKoc <5e hntt^xxhn naipu; gbox NNey<5ix h 
NcecjiToy e^pAi ^NeynoKpicic Jce-eyopxHx, eic-N£AAATe ^o>oy 
eipe mttai N£A£ ncott eyntupq; gbox NNeyTN£. (Leipoldt hi, 45,3) 

(28) ecpjce-NTUJTN Ae NTeTNAoyu^ xn £N£onma eycyptytup xytu eyKH 
gbox epeNeeHpioN N£HToy xya> epeNBAujop Moce N£HToy 
hnn^ocj HNNNoyoo^e Ayo> epeNpip moong £pAi N£HToy eie-NAuj 
ntocj N£e epenenNA Hnexc NAoyo>2. gjpxi 2 NNe ™4 , YXH 
eTqppa^CUp MNNOTNgHT 6TTA.KHyT MNNOTNCCDNA 6TO MMX NOytDg. 
NNGTTNX NA.KA.0A.pTON H NAUJ N£6 epeNOTTNA NNNAlKAlOC 
MNNeToyAAB THpoy nai eTNciHp NNeyajAxe NANTON NNooy 
£ATOTHTN epeNAAINCUN MOC6 N£PA1 N£HTTHyTN AyCD eyNTON 
NNooy £pAi ^NNeTNNeeye N£ht eTcoocj Ayo> eycAANuj 
NNeyKAKIA £pAl £NNeTNUJO.XNe MNTTeTN£HT CTJCA^N 

ea;x;e-NTeTNANepe-tuTn an e^oyN enKAKe eie-NAuj N£e 
epenenNA Mnjcoeic NANepe<5a> £pAi ^nnctn^ht gtgtno nkakc 
ea^xe-NTeTNANAKApize an eNe£ N£eNeiAa>xoN eyTA^Hy 
epAToy ^N^eNpnHye £eNuje NN^eNcuNe... eie-NiN ntocj 
NA rrcxoc gbox ^iTMnNoyTe ttgtnamakapizg mmotn 
(BM 175, ed. Kuhn, Besa, 119-120, v. S. Emmel, Shenoute’s Uterary Corpus II, Leuven 2004, p. 
938) - A striking case of extended ironical address, even satire. As I see it, the text is 
incomprehensible unless as a sardonic diatribe: Kuhn seems to have missed this point. 
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(IV) CORRELATIVITY IMPLICATION: 

“Justas (we know/see/agree), granted/supposing that. . 

WHILE (IT IS OR MAY BE TRUE) THAT..., 

• SO, BY THE SAME TOKEN (LET ME ASSURE YOU) THAT... ” 

• Still , (it is also true) that. . 

“Justas... [metaphoricvehicle], 

SO ... [METAPHORIC TENOR]” 

Typically used also for highlighting contrast (cf. aaao... xxxo. eic... eic..., 
oyeT-..., oyeT-... to> ctcd n-... MN- as well as pungent comparison. 

Note ON, £0)0)", N£oyo, aahouic, ontcdc in apodosi - homolexemicity is 
here pattern constituent. 

(29) Ayo> eq^xe-TNeneieyHei ctbbo ontu>c c|oyo)qp N£oyo ctbbon 

(Leipoldt III, 37,2) 

(30) ecpjce-nA.ceBHC ne+doM MnAAiMCDN e^pAi e^ctucj ontidc 
oyiiA.KA.pioc ne neyceBHC Jce-cjBOHeei epocj n<5ittauucaoc 
MTTCXC (Chassinat, 79) 

(31) Tnajcooc on .3ce-eu;.xe-ANMOY MNnexc antojoyn MNnexc 

(Chassinat, 166) 

(32) eq^Jce-oyNTAK-^eNCHcje Noyoyoeiu; aaaa tcnoy mntak 

(Chassinat, 31) - Not concessive! a nice instance of distorting biassed reading. Note the 
chiasmus, stressing the correlation. 

(33) eoj-xe-TTNoyTe rAp xi-eooy ^nncyccbhc cpa on ^nnaccbhc 

(Chassinat, 113) 

(34) eqj.£e-£NT<5oM Ac MnqpHpe ntanonia ecjTpeNpcuNc eipe 
NMnApA^jycic CTBeoy NTocj 2 .n t< 5on Mnexc NTNeipe an 
NNATCN^ yClC (Chassinat, 64) 

(35) caijcooc xe-eqyxe-oy^Ai ecjcoTn ne ttaac nnAikaioc, eieoyvAc 
ecjJCA^N N^oyo nenXAC NNACeBHC (Leipoldt III, 113,18) 

(36) eojxe-oyTAAAinopoc aahooc ne neTctDoyp epoyN cnc|T an 
MTTCT p<5ptD£ oyNAKApioc on aahocdc Npoyo ne neTca>oY2. 
e^OyN 6TB6NA (Leipoldt III, 115,26) 

(37) ecp-Xe-AyniDT NC(l>ei CeNAniDT NCATHYTN (Leipoldt IV, 35,14) 

(V) eujxe + anaphor or pro-text: “this being so/the case, ...” 



10 


Ariel Shisha-Halevy 


This sophisticated device has two main roles. The first, formal, is to extend and 
complicate the premiss constituent, and thereby the whole configuration. The 
second is functional: the resumption serves as a thematizing springboard and fo¬ 
calizes (on a textual scope and plane) the apodosis even further. 

(38) h c2.MneTN£HT eNA.y epoN ka.ta.oc ctnoycuj-na.y epurrN eujxe- 
£e eie-CTBeoy MneTN+£ THTN enA.ujAx:e... 

H MMON NTOCj eC^HnCTN^HT CTpCTOyi TOyi MMU)TN <5(1)UJT C£OyN 
e^pHn^o NTCT^iToycDC ^HnHA. 6 tnnab(dk cMA.y eujxe-ce eie- 
CTBCOy epeTOyi TOyi MM(1)TN MOOUJC ^Noynpoc] (Kuhn, Besa, fragment 
37, 6 and 9 [Shenoute]) 

(39) eujxe-NTei2e re eie-xooc NTooyN xe-... 

(Orlandi, Shenoute contra Origenistas, 343) - The apodosis here matches closely the Talmudic 
rhetorical-hermeneutical signal-phrase ’emor me-‘atah “say, henceforth” to introduce a forced 
or guided conclusion; consider also (Chassinat, 182) XOOC ^QKDN XC. Indeed, there are 
numerous parallels between Shenoute’s hermeneutical and argumentative formalities and 
Talmudic ones, most strikingly turns of phrases involving X(l), CIDTM, NA.y; and, no less 
strikingly, hermeneutical principles recalling the Talmudic middot (“measures”), of which our 
a fortiori CUJXC- configuration II is clearly one. Since it is hard to envisage a direct Shenoute- 
Rabbinical association, two possibilities, by no means mutually exclusive, present themselves: 
first, a common - probably Greek - source (that was S. Lieberman’s suggestion. Both for the 
Talmud and for Shenoute, we’re talking of the sixth century AD); second, a common areal 
tradition, extending from India-Persia to Egypt. 

(40) CUJXe-OC T6 TA.1 KA.A.T TA.TpeNCCNHy poyA.NA.UJ NA.1 (Leipoldt III, 16,12) 

(41) A.pA.<5e eyNTA.N-Nei2.NA.A.y Ti-ipoy eyKH na.n e£pA.i eujxe-e2e eie- 
A.NON ^eNpUJMe CyXIdOA XCA.NC]! MTTeNCTA.ypOCA.NOYA.2N 
NCATTXOCIC (Leipoldt III, 71-2) 

(42) eujxe-eyujA.NBu>K cboa 2'tootn ncctm 26 cNeyoycDuj h ntocj 
N cecei NNeynA.ooc A.ya> nccktooy epoN NKecon ncckidtc 
NCA. oe Noya>2 nmma.n A.yu> 2 c> ta -n cnuja.ntmka.a.y ujA.yxooc on 

2MTTA.UJA1 MTTAIBC NTCyMNTA.TCBU) XG... A.yU> CUJXC-0YN201NC 

na.uja.xc 2<N^h 2 eNKOO Y e Ae ON eTpeyMOKMCK NTeiKC2e, 

oyKoyN oyoei mttai ctmma.y NNA.2PNNpu)Me ntciminc... 

(Leipoldt III, 121,8) the last A.yu> is here resumptive: a well established feature of Shenoute’s 
syntax. 
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(43) ecyxe-ee NNeTepeToprH naci t:xo)oy ...Te ©e on ctoynaxidax 
N£HTC N<5l-NeTO)(p AyO) ON OTCtUTN AyO) NOTeNOyoy N6 NIUJAJCe, 
Ayu> NTAyc^Aicoy eTBHHToy -xe-eyNAOY-XAi NceTMoy-XAi, ... 
eqjxe-ce <5a>qjT ejcN-NeKCAps NrNAy jce-oy ne ttiknon NqjaiBg. 
^ITNT2.NNe NNTTApA<j>yclC 

eqjxe-^e eTBeoy MncjKBo N<5i-neK2.HT... (Chassinat, 185) 

(44) NCJNATCTOI 6BOA AN OyTO NCJNAKAAT AN NCUK| JCe-teipe AN 
NTOTN£e N't'i'TCUN AN H K(l>£ H MOCT6. .. 

eqjxe-^e NApeNeTON£ nnnai jcooc -xe-xiNTAil'-neicxHNA ^ioxdt 
JCONTA lKpNpN CTBeoy eNO£ H NTAI<5NApiKe ONIN eNe£ (Codex XO, 
266bis) 


* * * 


2. ApAde, ApA 

Another, formally very different device for the reductio ad absurdum of the implica¬ 
tions a rhetorical opponent’s claim or argument, and thereby his whole case, is 
more direct — but no less focalizing. Among the exponents of so-called Rhetorical 
Questions in Shenoute’s rhetorical idiom — not really questions, but focal assertions 
packaged as questions - ApA(de) 4 stands out “what a ridiculous/absurd/incon¬ 
ceivable idea it is, that....” , in lusis, as a rule ironic or sarcastic, in lusis , unless merely 

4 Like many Greek loans into Coptic, the precise etymological details for <vpA.«5e) are not all 
clear, in particular the functional route. It is very probable that apa, apaye and dp’onv are the 
sources of Coptic <vp<v and <vp<v(5e (<vp<\6e seems, by the functional bi- or tri-furcation of 
<5e, to correspond, at least nominally, to both apaye and ap’onv). I could not detect in the 
Greek Koine the roots of the specialized role discussed here. The entire issue of the 
rhetorical questions in Coptic requires special study, as do the relations between specific 
differences within various Greek systems - at the very least, classical Attic and Koine ones - 
and within the Coptic ones. It is evident, at any rate, that “expecting/presupposing a negative 
answer” (which, I believe, is anyway a wrong approach to the function of a RQ, which does 
not expect any answer) and a highlighted reductio ad absurdum are not the same thing: there are 
in Coptic several signals for the former, and only A.p<v for the latter. Moreover, the 
compatibility, in Coptic (exx. 50-51) as in Greek (Denniston, p. 47£), of <vp<\ and MH, may 
point to a basically non-interrogative nature of the former. See A. Shisha-Halevy, Topics in 
Coptic Syntax: Structural Studies in the Bohairic Dialect , Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 160, 
Leuven: Peeters 2007, Chapter One, 138ff. See also C.M.J. Sicking, “Particles in Questions in 
Plato”, in: A. Rijksbaron (ed.), New Approaches to Greek Particles, Proceedings of the Colloquium held 
in Amsterdam, January 4-6, 1996 to Honour C.J. Ruijigh on the Occasion of his 'Retirement. , Amsterdam 
Studies in Classical Philology 7, Amsterdam: Gieben 1997, 157-174. 
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emphatic. A.pA.(C5e) precedes immediately a Focalizing Conversion (“Second 
Tense”) form, which uses actually a pattern component (unless a Nominal Sentence 
follows), in “envelope focalization”: 5 in rhetorical terms, this is a “focalization of 
inconceivability”, comparable to the Shenoutean “eNcytDNe” or “eNUjine” 
(quoted by Shenoute, attributed to his flock) where we see “focalization of quoted¬ 
ness”, effectting (as in the paraphrastic “soi-disant”, “self-styled”, “you say”) 
“focalization of disbelief’. In this role, A.pA.(<5e) is paragraph-initial, 

(45) <\.p<M5e eperrxoeic rmoyTe na.ka.-ttAa.imonion ctmma.y NTei£e xe- 
xc \ZF 0i 9 ecjKTO MMOCJ eBOA... A.pA.<5e NCTCipe NNeiKpOCJ 
2.NNeiTonoc eperrjcoeic rmoyTe nnitottoc na.ka.a.y NTei^e xe- 
c|(l)BU} MMOCj TCNOy (Codex XO, 298) 

(46) A.pA.<5e eKTHXIHY .Xe-ATTNOBe ppo £MneKCtl)MA. (LeipoldtlV, 193, 8) 

(47) ctuTM eTTTA.ppHciA. NNeToycV<vB nexcvy xe-tNAxa) a.nok NNA.£BHye 

Hnppo 

ntok Ae £a>a>K eKNA.xe-oy enppo nexc 
A.pA. eKNAJcu) epocj eNNeKujine ... 
nexA.y on xe-£A.pe£ epoi nxoeic xe-foyAAB 
cknajcooc £a>a>K xe-oy 

xpx cknaxooc xe-£A.peg. epoi xe-txA-jm 
nexA.y on xe-eajxe-A.iNA.y cxin6onc 2mtta.2.ht A.ya> on £NNa.6ix 
M npTpenxoeic cidtm epoi 
ckn^ooc 2 .iuiuk xe-oy 

A.pA 6KNA.XOOC Xe-TTA.£HT Me£ NXINdONC A.y(D ON NA.Ke<5lX 

(BL 3581A (57) f. 126 p. 147 [ed. Shisha-Halevy, Enchoria , 92]) - A complex, almost poetical 
rhetorical array, rhythmically stmctured, with A.pA. responding to an interrogative refrain. 

(48) <vpx eoyN£eNTN£ NTTNOyTe TTTTA.NTOKpA.T(l)p H NTA.CJTTA.pA.re MMON 

(Chassinat, 186) 

(49) A.pA.<5e NNAUpXOOy THpoy (Chassinat, 111) 

(50) mh A.pA.<5e epenpcuNe oyu)N A.yo> ecjeo) NTexpiA. mttccdma. ecjo 
N2.m^a.x nt^h mh reNoiTo 

(Chassinat, 110) - the Focalizing Present following the topicalizing Circumstantial; MH 
reNOlTO underlines the enormity of the idea. 


5 Cf. A. Shisha-Halevy, Structural Studies in Modern Welsh Syntax: Aspects of the Grammar of Kate 
Roberts , Studien und Texte zur Keltologie 2, Munster: Nodus 1998, 28ff. 
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(51) mh ApA eioyH£ on ^iXNTHHTe na:u>k xe-K^cci) mmoc -Jce-ujANTeoy 
cyatne mttcjc(5hp ## ecjjcu) mmoc -Jce-tNABtuK ## ecjNe- 2 C£ooy 
NCA£OOy OTBeoy eio MTTlNO<5 NBApoC e£PAI e^CCUK (Chassinat, 41). 

(52) CIDTM: ApA NNOyN NAOyCDN gNOyAlCOHClC CTeNeN^HT N6 
NTCOy^OTC NACI e^PA.1 CXtUN 

(Chassinat, 11) - Note C(DTM here, recalling the Talmudic ta-shma “come (and) hear” 
initiating an argumentative unit (see note to ex. 40 above). 

eMNT<vy-ic n\.p MMAy oy ttctnatA jcpooy ApA nu;e MNnaiNe ne 
Aya> nKeceene ApA npH mnttoo^ ne MNnKocHoc THpcj NTne ne 

(Chassinat, 119-120) 

(53) ApA epenxoeic ujAjce enioyA ma.ya.tcj NTA.NecjA.rA.eoN au;ai nacj 
xe TTAOHT, MH OynA.pA.BOAH AN T6 ecj'pCBO) NAN OTMpAOHT 
(Chassinat, 194) - A nice opposition of ApA with the discontinuous MH ...AN: the former 
focalizing an untenable idea, the latter non-focal. 

(54) ApA<5e epeneN£HT nauj<5m<5om Ntyum epocj NTArAnH e^oyN 
eneT^iToycuN MnNojoycucj Nujopn oboa ^nmmntmai^omt Ayo> 
NTNeiAACJ eBOA ^MTTeCAOXDMe THpcj NTN^OJKe MTTUJHBe THpcj 
MnMe eTMMAy NAOIMOC eBOA 2.MTTeN£HT (Chassinat, 195) 

(55) mh ApA ecjq^A^ce eyxcupA namo jcn-mmon erajAjee eyAAoc 
(Leipoldt III, 58-59) - Clearly, ApA is here non-interrogative. 

(56) ApA eyMe MnNoyTe N<5i-NeTMMAy jce-NceNAy an epocj n^o £i£o 
eTpecjKCDAye MMooy oeoa 2. MTTMOCTe eT£Mney£HT 

(Leipoldt III, 153, 11) - a nice instance for an aburd suggestion. 

ApA with negative clauses, while still ironic or sarcastic, is semantically distinct: 
“you don’t imagine that... (not)...?”, “you don’t mean to say that... (not)...” (or: 
“what, do you mean to say that... (not)...?”): 

(57) ApA MneNe^ooy THpoy NTepoMne poxye eptuTN 
eTpeTNpNeTTTAOOC eTCHCp N^HTOy (Leipoldt, 96,5) 

(58) ApA NOJAJCe Mn^coeic AN Ne NAI Jce-NA TApoyNA NHTN t TApoyt 
NHTN 

(Chassinat, 199) - Note the rhetorical Nominal Sentence pattern with the deictic antitopic, 
typically Shenoutean. 6 


6 Cf. A. Shisha-Halevy. “On Some Coptic Nominal Sentence Patterns”, in: Studien %u Sprache 
und Religion Agyptens %u Ehren von Wolfhart Westendorfl , Gottingen 1984, 175-189. 
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(59) ApA epenNoyTe nakapukj eTHKpiNe h ctnujinc ncanai (Leipoldt III, 
91, 12) 

(60) (of the sheep and the goats) ApA6C nCirCNOC CNAy CT^NTClOJAipe NOyiDT 
Ayo> eTMONe £ NNe,NTH<5 Noyorr eyco) 2.NNi<5arr Noyorr MnoyTom 
eNeyepHy gMneyoyoeiuj THpcj (Leipoldt III, 219,25) 

(61) (of the sheep and the goats) ApA eyujANnop.xoY 6Box NNeyepHy Necooy 
M6N NC6MTON HHOOy £NNCyMA MMOON6 MNNCyMA N-3C1£AIBCC 
Ayo> NeyMA nco> mbxxmtt6 Ae ncc£Pa Nco>oy c^cnna N.£Aie 
Ayu) NtyApBA 2.Mnxa)NT MnojiDC pointing to a paradox - ApA6e 
MNNCA.nna>p.x cboa noyA noyA nacji^Pacj an cboa ecjpine 
6MNTTeTNAC(DTM Cpotj (Leipoldt III, 220) - ApA6C resumes the first ApA 

Following XG or .XCKAAC. In a direct or indirect quotation, or final clause, ApA 
seems to introduce a hopeful expected consequence, a surprised realization of a 
consequence (“...then...!”), a final or consecutive sequel. This evidently is a different 
entity: 7 

(62) eiOJANTNTN-TTTll)B£ MNTTCOTTCn NN6TNA6I C£PA1 eNKOAACIC 
en£Ae nkoApanthc jce-ApA HNNCAnpiHe MNNCAnNe^ne ctcaujc 
CCNA< 5N-oyNA (Chassinat, 198) 

(63) Aip2.NAi £0) eneNTAiocoocj jce-ApA neiujo.2CNe t-oyMTON nan 

THpN (Leipoldt III, 16,15) 

(64) TeyNoy ctknajcooc n^htc xe-ApA tmntaccbhc caujc ntci^c 
NnieiNe 

(Chassinat, 163-164) - It is a moot question whether .XC-ApA- is here an object actant of 
eiNC, postposed to its object rhetorically (as often in Shenoute), or whether it is actantial to 
XOOC , NTTieiMe following object-less. 

(65) con mcn cjTcbo) NoyxtupA con Ac cjnAiAeye NoynoAic xe- 
ApANKOOye NANCTANOl (Leipoldt IV, 2,1) 

( 66 ) XCKAC CNNAnCUT CBOA NKpOCj N1N ... ApA TNNAUJA£CpATN ^OACDC 
ApA TCNNANOy^M (Leipoldt IV, 2,25f.) 

(67) CTBenAi nKAipoc ne CTpeoyeiarr h oyNAAy tyuti re noc 


7 Cf. J. Blomqvist, Greek Particles in Hellenistic Prose, Lund: Gleerup 1969, 128f. C.M.J. Sicking, 
and J.M. Van Ophuisen, Two Studies in Attic Particle Usage: Lysias and Plato, Mnemosune suppl. 
129, Leiden-New York-Koln: Brill 1993, 82, 85£, 109. 
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NoyBA.pBA.poc e£oyN eNeyujHpe A.yo> Neyajeepe... ntci^c on ne 
oycoN NoycoN A.yu> oycatNe NoycatNe A.pA. NTe-oyoyjcA.1 tyume 
n^^cboa jce-NA.a^eNeTNoy eTBe"yeoA.nA.u;TH ntcdt n£ht 
NNoyjc 

(Leipoldt III, 74,18) - Here Leipoldt’s idiosyncratic punctuation is very much in evidence, 
and his interrogation marks especially misleading; he interprets the ara clause as a question, 
which makes here little sense. 


* * * 


3. Miscellanea ironica 

The following passages have been selected from dozens illustrating Shenoute’s of¬ 
ten subtle use of irony, sarcasm and sense of the comical (see also many of the in¬ 
stances for eq;jce above). A formal analysis and typology are obviously needed. 

(a) In a comic vein 

(68) Satan and his band of demons spreading “The End is Nigh!” panic: 

...CKpTTKCJCl NTT2.PB N£eNMHHUJC NpCDNC MNNCKAA.1MIDN CKTTHT 
CKAtyCATT XC-OAH T6 CKty i p i tltp CK£C CKTtDOyN CKpCU^T CTTKA^ 

(Chassinat, 22) 

(69) Shenoute persecuted by an over-affectionate brother in his mountain retreat - Shenoute does 
not spare himself as well: 

CBOA TOJN -JCe-OyNptDNe ON N£HTN NA.C1 NA.I CTTNA. e+N 2 .HTC| 

MNTecjeTno) naoinoc ... ecjMoyTe e^pA .1 epoi ... naaicta. nejce- 

neTMNA.y 2NTA.nA.TH NTCCJtpyXH NCjCOOyN A.N XC-A-CjAiepe-OyKtU^T 

gMnA-gHT jce-”A.Noy e£pA.i TAAcnAze mnok” qjA.NTeTA.ipYXH coa;cj 
2ti>a>cj xe- “TA.ei na.k e£pA.r ecjujiNe nca.oytti nA.pA.necoYoeia;'... 

(Codex XO, 669-670) - the second XG- either disjunctive (=2CN-) or adding appositively to 
the first. The second TA.- introduces a deliberative question: “shall I come up to you?” The 
underlined text seems to be an ironic parenthesis. 

(b) In an ironic mode 

Shenoute dissembling, speaking tongue-in-cheek (see also above, under G(l)XG-, e.g. 
exx. 24, 26, 27, 28 etc.); 
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(70) AN OK M6N l~Ap eUJXe-TAHNTeXAXICTOC MNNA£BHye NOXAX1CTON 
oyoN2 epuiTN nauj N£e eiNA£om eneNTA.cjTA.Hioi h eiTMAmy 
2.NOY NNA^pMnecjXpiCTOC (Codex XO, 289) 

(71) H eiUJANCJI-NeiACDAON CT^MneKHI eiNAu^um ON MnpH ^NTne 
MNnOO£ MNNClOy NA1 eTKUJHUje NA.y H eiNA.KO)T N^GNCOBTe 
eNMAN^amr eTMTpeKcpxHx eNqjAHneMNT h eiNApoeic 
2.iXNneiepo A.ya> ^iXNNeKeypmoc eTMTpeKoyaiTN obox NKpoNoc 
e^pAI eNMOYNeiOOye (Chassinat, 43 44) 

(72) Ironic parenthesis or aside (underlined. See also ex. 69): nxHN eujxe-MAAB 
AN £PA1 N^HTTHYTN NOTOyNATeKOy eBOX CTBe-OyA. 

KATANOTNUJAX6 - £6NAIAB0X0C NCTOyH^ MN^6NArT6\OC - ANOK 
KAN toy N6NTAIXOOC eTBHHTOy H COOy xe-... (Codex XO, 305) - 
... KAN “at least”. 

The same opening, nxHN etyxe-, in the next example: 

(73) nxHN ecpxe-NTxyBtDK eBox £itootn n<5inai ctmmay xenniKAAy 
eujMuje Mnxoeic kataoc: eNTAyxooc xontocj neTenncjKAAN e | 
NNeNepHT MnNoyTe, eie-oyN<5oM MMooy TeNoy ^Hnnx 
eToyN 2 .HTcj extuK cbox NNeyepirr 

(Leipoldt III, 133,11) - The ironic point is made in the apodosis. 

(74) au; rxp Mneeooy NeTepenNoyTe nakaay nan cbox 
NAT eNMT(sic)CyHpe UJHM N6 H NATeNMNT£XXO N6 H 
NAT6NMNTATCOOyN N6 H N6NTANAA y N6 2. Mncoo Y N H 
N6NTANAAy N6 £AOH MnATONXinBAnTICHA OTOyAAB H 
N6NTANAAy N6 MNNCATpeNXITCJ H NATCNApXH NCI e£OyN N6 

eneiTCD^N mmakapion h natcn^ah Ne 

(BL 3581A (57) £ 127 p. 158, ed. Shisha-Halevy, Enchorid) - The ironic point, whether 
asseruve or rhetorical-interrogative, is in the response to a “real” (non-rhetorical) question. 
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